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'HIDPLOLVDWLRQ 0HDVXUHV DQG :RPHQ¶V /DERXU )RUFH 3DUWLFLSDWLRQ ± A  
Comparative Study of Twelve Countries  
 
Abstract (150 words) 
  
This paper examines the relevance of WZR LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV RI GHIDPLOLVDWLRQ WKH µIUHHGRP RI
IDPLO\¶ DQG WKH µIUHHGRP RI ZRPHQ IURP WKH IDPLO\¶ to the search for effective measures for 
VWUHQJWKHQLQJ ZRPHQ¶V SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ WKH SDLG ODERXU PDUNHW Based on these two 
interpretations, two types of defamilisation measures (care-IRFXVHG DQG ZRPHQ¶V are 
identified.  Two defamilisation indices are developed respectively covering twelve countries. 
The importance of the two types of defamilisation measures in assisting women to access 
employment are discussed from two angles. The input anglerefers to the extent to which 
countries are committed to the provision of these two defamilisation measures. The output 
angle is about the relationship between the two defamilisation measures and the degree of 
ZRPHQ¶VSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQWKHSDLGODERXUPDUNHW7KURXJK conducting these analytical tasks, this 
paper also contributes to the examination of the relationship between types of welfare regimes 
and the provision of defamilisation measures. 
  
Key words 
  
Comparative welfare study, Care-focused defamilisation, Defamilisation indices, Welfare 
UHJLPHV:RPHQ¶VGHIDPLOLVDWLRQ:RPHQODERXUSDUWLFLSDWLRQ 
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Introduction 
 
Since Esping-$QGHUVHQSUHVHQWHGWKHµWKUHHZRUOGVRIZHOIDUHFDSLWDOLVP¶WKHVLVEDVHGRQ
the examination of the labour market decommodification of 18 members of the Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation Development (OECD), studies of comparative social welfare have been 
dominated by his work and the criticisms of it. One of the key criticisms is concerned with the 
gender insensitivity of his classification (Korpi, 2010; Kroger, 2011; Leitner, 2003; Sainsbury, 
1999). Feminist analysts argue that the study of the decommodification of labour gives 
insufficient consideration to the difficulties faced by women in the pursuit of paid employment 
(Lister, 1994; Orloff, 1993). For many women family responsibilities present a challenge to their 
capacity to undertake paid employment (Bambra, 2004, 2007; Orloff, 1993; Saraceno and Keck, 
2010). One of the solutions to this problem is to provide measures to assist women to earn 
income from the paid labour market. Nyberg (2002) argues that independence from the labour 
PDUNHW KDV EHHQ DQ LPSRUWDQW FULWHULRQ IRU PDOH ZRUNHUV¶ HPDQFLSDWLRQ ZKHUHDV LQFOXVLRQ LQ
SDLGZRUNKDVEHHQDQHVVHQWLDOUHTXLUHPHQWIRUZRPHQ¶VHPDQFLSDWLRQ$QLQGHSHQGHQWLQFRPH
is important given links between individual income and pension receipt in retirement (Price, 
2007, Foster, 2010) and the fact that household income is not guaranteed to be distributed evenly 
(Bennett and Daly, 2014). It could give women a voice to negotiate power relations within 
families, and a way to opt out of unsatisfactory relationships.  
 
Unsurprisingly, there is a search for effective measures that could create favourable conditions 
for women to take part in the paid labour market (Chzhen, 2010; Daly, 2011; Korpi, 2000, 2010; 
Kroger, 2011; Leitner, 2003; Lohmann and Zagel, 2016; Thévenon, 2013). This paper continues 
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these discussions. It focuses on examining whether and how the two different interpretations of 
defamilisation presented by Bambra (2007) (µWKHIUHHGRPRIIDPLO\¶DQGµWKHIUHHGRPRIZRPHQ
IURP WKH IDPLO\¶) is useful in guiding the search for effective measures for strengthening 
ZRPHQ¶VSDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ WKHSDLG ODERXUPDUNHW7RPHHW WKLVREMHFWLYH WKUHHDQDO\WLFDO WDVNV
are carried out. Firstly, with reference to two different interpretations of defamilisation, two 
types of defamilisation measures are identified, care-IRFXVHG DQG ZRPHQ¶V economic 
defamilisation. Secondly, we develop two defamilisation indices, which cover twelve countries 
(Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Sweden, South Korea and the UK). Thirdly, we discuss the implications of the findings of these 
indices for the two defamilisation measures and their importance in assisting women to access 
employment from both input and output angles. The input angle is concerned with the extent to 
which the twelve countries are committed to the provision of these two types of defamilisation 
measures. The output angle is concerned with the relationship between the two types of 
defamilisation measures and the extent RI ZRPHQ¶V SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ WKH SDLG ODERXU PDUNHW
Studies of family measures have been applied to studies of welfare state regime models (Esping-
Andersen, 1999; Korpi, 2000; Pankratz, 2009). As shown later in this paper, the implementation 
of these three analytical tasks also contributes to the examination of whether there are differences 
between types of welfare regimes and the provision of defamilisation measures.  
 
This paper is organized into three parts. The first part discusses the interpretations of the 
defamilisation and defamilisation measures. The second part is concerned with how the 
defamilisation indices are developed and what the key findings are. The third part discusses the 
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implications of the findings from the indices in relation to the effects of the defamilisation 
PHDVXUHVRQZRPHQ¶VSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQWKHODERXUPDUNHW, and studies of welfare regime models.  
 
Defamilisation 
 
Different analysts have different views on the notion of defamilisation (Esping-Andersen, 1999; 
Korpi, 2000; Lister, 1994; Leitner, 2003; McLaughlin and Glendinning, 1994). In responding to 
these different views, Bambra (2007) has presented two different interpretations of 
GHIDPLOLVDWLRQ 7KH ILUVW LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ VWUHVVHV WKH µIUHHGRP RI IDPLO\¶. For example, Leitner 
(2003) regards defamilisation as unburdening the family of its caring function. Esping-Andersen 
(1999, p. 51) defines defamilisation as the extent to which housHKROGV¶ ZHOIDUH DQG FDULQJ
responsibilities are relaxed either via welfare provision, or via market provision. Both Leitner 
(2003) and Esping-Andersen (1999) are concerned with how to reduce the caring responsibilities 
of the family through defamilisation measures such as public provision of child care services 
(Bambra, 2007; Leitner, 2005). The direct target of defamilisation services under this 
interpretation is the family.   
 
7KH VHFRQG LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI GHIDPLOLVDWLRQ HPSKDVLVHV µIUHHGRP RI ZRPHQ IURP WKH IDPLO\¶
Proponents of this interpretation are concerned about how women could reduce the economic 
importance of the family in their lives (Bambra, 2004, 2007; Chau et al, 2016). This idea is 
indebted WR/LVWHU¶V(1994, p. 37) notion of defamilisation:  
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(T)he dimension of decommodification needs also to be complemented by that of what 
ZH PLJKW FDOO µGHIDPLOLVDWLRQ¶ LI LW LV WR SURYLGH D URXQGHG PHDVXUH RI HFRQRPLF
independence. Welfare regime might then also be characterized according to the degree 
to which individual adults can uphold a socially acceptable standard of living, 
LQGHSHQGHQWO\RIIDPLO\UHODWLRQVKLSV« 
 
Kroger (2011) points out that in discussing the concept of defamilisation, Lister (1994) focuses 
on individuals and not families; and it is evident that the individual adults in need of a socially 
acceptable standard of living and independence from families, whom Lister has in mind, are 
usually women in the first place.  
 
With reference to the two interpretations of defamilisation presented by Bambra (2007), the 
authors (2016)  in their previous studies have identified two defamilisation measures - care-
focused defamilisation and economic defamilisation. Care-focused defamilisation measures are 
associated with ideas about freedom of the family from caring responsibilities. An example of 
these types of measures is formal care VHUYLFHV 7KHVH VHUYLFHV UHGXFH IDPLO\¶V FDULQJ
responsibilities. Economic defamilisation measures are concerned with ZRPHQ¶V IUHHGRPIURP
the family. An example of this type of measure is maternity leave benefits. These differ from 
formal care services as maternity leave benefits are targeted directly at women, not the family. 
SLQFH ZH DUH FRQFHUQHG ZLWK LGHQWLI\LQJ WKH PHDVXUHV WKDW VWUHQJWKHQ ZRPHQ¶V not PHQ¶V
financial autonomy in the family, we XVHWKHWHUPµZRPHQ¶VHFRQRPLFGHIDPLOLVDWLRQPHDVXUHV¶
rather than µHFRQRPLFGHIDPLOLVDWLRQPHDVXUHV¶WRUHSUHVHQWWKHVHPHDVXUHV  
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It is one thing that these two types of defamilisation measures have the potential to assist women 
to take part in the paid labour market, however, whether or not this potential can be realized 
could be quite another. Some analysts (Bambra, 2007; Saraceno and Keck, 2010) point out that 
their impRUWDQFHLQVWUHQJWKHQLQJZRPHQ¶VHPSOR\PHQWVKRXOGQRWEHRYHU-estimated. Given that 
the target of care-focused defamilisation measures is the family rather than women, whether 
women have more opportunities to undertake paid work as a result of using these services still 
GHSHQGVRQWKHGLYLVLRQRIODERXUZLWKLQWKHIDPLO\DQGZRPHQ¶VRWKHUFRPPLWPHQWs (Bambra, 
2007). Furthermore, too long a period of leave may result in disincentivising mothers from 
remaining in the labour market and encouraging them to perform the role of family carer on a 
full time basis (Saraceno and Keck, 2010; Van der Lippe et al., 2011).  
 
It is also important to note that not all countries have the same desire to utilise defamilisation 
measures to boost ZRPHQ¶VHPSOR\PHQW or may not deem to be financially viable. A number of 
studies indicate that there are variations between countries of different worlds of welfare regimes 
in using defamilisation measures to assist women to access paid work (Bambra, 2007; Esping-
Andersen, 1999; Korpi, 2000; Kroger, 2011). Korpi (2000) has categorized countries based on 
whether they provide dual earner support, general family support or market-oriented policies. 
'XDOHDUQHUVXSSRUWUHIHUVWRSROLFLHVWKDWHQDEOHZRPHQ¶VFRQWLQXRXVODERXUIRUFHSDUWLFLSDWion, 
facilitate men as well as women to combine parenthood with paid work, and attempt to 
redistribute care within the family. General family support refers to policies that support the 
nuclear family while having institutional characteristics based on the assumption that wives have 
the primary responsibility for caring work carried out within the family, and enter the paid 
workforce only as secondary earners. Market-oriented policies occur when none of the above 
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two policy dimensions are well-developed (Korpi, 2000, 2010; Pankratz, 2009). Korpi (2000) 
asserts that social democratic regimes (such as Sweden, Finland, Denmark and Norway) are 
marked by an emphasis on dual earner support; conservative welfare regimes (such as Germany, 
France, Austria and Belgium) are marked by an emphasis on general family support; and the 
liberal welfare regimes (such as the Canada, US, UK and Australia) emphasize market-oriented 
policies. The categorization of countries by Korpi (2000) based on family measures reinforces 
the three worlds of welfare capitalism thesis developed by Esping-Andersen (1990). In addition, 
with the focus on family policies that reinforce class stratification, Pankratz (2009) developed a 
typology which mirrored that of Korpi (2000), providing further support for the welfare regime 
typology.  
 
Two defamilisation indices 
 
This section discusses how the care-focused defamilisation index and the ZRPHQ¶V economic 
defamilisation index were constructed and outlines the key findings. To develop defamilisation 
indices it is necessary to identify countries, select indicators, utilise appropriate sources of data 
and employ appropriate statistical techniques. As mentioned in the introduction, the 
defamilisation indices developed in this paper consist of twelve countries. These twelve 
countries were selected for two reasons. Firstly, high quality comparable data concerning these 
countries was available in international data-sets. Secondly, as these twelve countries are from 
different worlds of welfare regimes, they lay a useful foundation for comparative analysis of 
defamilisation typologies. In the studies by Esping-$QGHUVHQRIWKH³WKUHHZRUOGV
of weOIDUHFDSLWDOLVP´WKH8.DQG1HZ=HDODQGwere classified as liberal regimes; Belgium, the 
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Netherlands and France were identified as conservative welfare regimes; and Norway, Sweden, 
Denmark and Finland were seen as social democratic regimes. South Korea and Japan are 
commonly identified as core countries forming the East Asian welfare model (Karim et al., 2010; 
Walker and Wong, 2005). Hungary is regularly examined in studies which focus on post-
socialist European countries (Chzhen, 2010; Javornik, 2014). These twelve countries do not fully 
reflect the diverse and dynamic picture of all welfare regimes. For instance, south European 
countries (such as Italy and Greece) have not been included in this study despite their familistic 
features, due to difficulties in obtaining sufficient comparable data in both types of 
defamilisation measures. 
 
Care-focused defamilisation index 
 
As previously stated, care-focused defamilisation measures are associated with the provision of 
care services. These could entail services for a wide range of care receivers including older 
people, people with disabilities and many others. Undoubtedly, these care services are important. 
However, this paper focuses only on young children as public child care services have been 
relatively well recorded and are accessible in the OECD datasets. Furthermore, we are able to 
build on existing work in the field such as that by Kroger (2011), who systematically developed 
an index for comparing how care is provided for young children in a number of countries. His 
work provides a useful foundation for developing the defamilisation indices in this paper which 
are able to utilize more up-to-date information.  
 
11 
 
In building the care-focused defamilisation index, this paper focuses on three key dimensions of 
the provision of formal child care services - affordability, quality and coverage of formal child 
care services. Three variables have been used to measure these dimensions:  
 
(1) WKHFKLOGFDUHFRVWIRUDGXDOHDUQHUIDPLO\DVDSHUFHQWDJHRIQHWIDPLO\LQFRPH 
(2) WKHFKLOG-VWDIIUDWLRLQIRUPDOFKLOGFDUHDQG 
(3) WKHSDUWLFLSDWLRQUDWHLQIRUPDOFKLOGFDUH 
 
These three variables have been developed with reIHUHQFH WR.URJHU¶VZRUN . The child 
care cost for a dual earner family indicates the affordability of the child care. This variable is 
given double weight in the care-focused defamilisation index because it best highlights how far 
families have the option of externalizing care. Similarly, the child-staff ratio in formal child care 
serves as an indicator of the quality of the child care services. The participation rate in formal 
child care is concerned with the proportion of children attending formal child care services 
(OECD, 2014) and is used to show the coverage of child care services. The data for the three 
variables used to build the care-focused defamilisation index are drawn from the latest OECD 
data-sets (OECD, 2014).   
 
The data were interpreted with the aid of Esping-$QGHUVHQ¶V  LQGH[-based regime 
construction method. This method is based on the numerical description of the relationship of an 
LQGLYLGXDOFRXQWU\¶VVFRUHWRWKHPHDQDQGVWDQGDUGGHYLDWLRQIRUthe variables that make up the 
index, with adjustment where necessary for extreme outliers (Bambra, 2005; Esping-Andersen, 
1990). The limitations of this method have been discussed by some analysts (Bambra, 2007; 
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Castles and Mitchell, 1993; Kangas, 1994). For example, the use of one standard deviation 
around the mean to classify the countries into regimes makes the resulting typology inevitably 
three-fold and there is too much reliance upon averaging. However, the index-based regime 
construction method enables us to rank the countries according to the degree of care-focused 
defamilisation that they have achieved. We take the extreme cases into consideration when 
calculating the mean.  
 
The data for each variable of the care-focused defamilisation index are outlined in Table 1. The 
index score for each country in Table 2 is the aggregate index scores of the three variables in 
Table 1. Therefore, it is within a range from a minimum of 4 to a maximum of 12. As shown in 
Table 2, the scores of the twelve countries in the study are from 6 to 10 with a mean of 8. They 
are classified into three categories: low (6); medium (7-9) and high (10) as follows.   
 
Insert Tables 1 and 2 
 
Japan (6), New Zealand (6) and the UK (6) are in the low care-focused defamilisation group, 
which is marked by relatively low participation rates in formal child care or pre-school among 
the twelve countries, with their child care cost for dual earner families being higher than the 
average of the twelve countries. Belgium (9), Denmark (9), Finland (8), France (7), Hungary (9), 
the Netherlands (9), Norway (8) and South Korea (9) belong to the medium defamilisaton care-
focused group. The participation rate in formal child care or pre-school varies in this group. The 
child care cost for dual earner families in this group is below the average of the twelve countries 
(except France, Norway and the Netherlands). Sweden (10) is the only country belonging to the 
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high defamilisation care-focused group. It has a higher participation rate in formal child care or 
pre-school than the average of the twelve countries.  Its child care costs for dual earner families 
is lower than the average of the twelve countries.  
 
 
 
 
:RPHQ¶V(FRQRPLF'efamilisation index 
 
Two variables (the maternity leave compensation and the compensated maternity leave) were 
used to develop the ZRPHQ¶Veconomic defamilisation index. These two variables can be seen as 
input indicators in the defamilisation index developed by Bambra (2007). They indicate whether 
women are given sufficient welfare support when they have children (Bambra, 2004). Since the 
entitlement to these benefits is usually based on citizenship (and work status), women are not 
necessarily required to negotiate with their family members in claiming these benefits (Chau et al, 
2016). Michon (2008) has put forward a formula for developing a combined maternity leave 
index by linking the maternity leave compensation to the compensated maternity leave duration 
variables.  This formula is the replacement rate x number of weeks of leave x replacement/ 100. 
The maternity leave compensation is represented by the replacement rate, which refers to the 
proportion of the maternity leave compensation for duration covered to the normal wages. This 
rate is expressed as a percentage of normal wages. The compensated maternity leave duration is 
calculated in terms of the week. To illustrate how to calculate the maternity leave index, Belgium 
is used as an example. The proportion of the maternity leave compensation for duration covered 
to the normal wages in Belgium is 75 (percentage) and the length of the compensated maternity 
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leave duration in Belgium is 15 (weeks). Hence, the maternity leave index score of Belgium is 
calculated as (75/100 x 15)/100 and is equal to 0.1125.   
 
However, it is interesting to point out that while both Michon (2008) and Bambra (2004, 2007) 
study the relationship between maternity leave benefits and female employment, they have 
different interpretations of the relationship between the maternity leave benefits and the concepts 
of defamilisation/familisation. As mentioned above, the maternity leave benefits in Bambra¶s 
studies are seen as an instrument for promoting women¶s economic defamilisation. However, 
Michon (2008) sees the maternity leave benefits as an instrument for promoting care-familisation 
± that is to encourage a situation where young children receive care at home.  Obviously, the 
target of the maternity leave benefits in Bambra¶s study is women whereas the target of the 
maternity leave benefits in Michon¶s study is the family ± meaning the family is given the 
positive freedom (in terms of material support) to provide care (note 1).  
 
The wRPHQ¶Veconomic defamilisation index is developed on the basis of this formula. The data 
IRU HDFK RI ZRPHQ¶V economic defamilistion measures are outlined in Table 3. As shown in 
Table 4, the scores of the twelve countries in the study are from 1 to 3 with a mean of 2.17. They 
are classified into three categories: low (1), medium (2) and high (3) as follows:   
 
Insert Tables 3 and 4 
 
Japan is in the low ZRPHQ¶Veconomic defamilisation group. It has the lowest maternity leave 
compensation duration and second lowest compensated maternity leave duration. Belgium, 
15 
 
Finland, France, Hungary, the Netherlands, New Zealand, South Korea and the UK belong to the 
medium ZRPHQ¶Veconomic defamilisation group. Some of these countries, such as France, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand and South Korea have 100% maternity leave compensation for the 
GXUDWLRQ FRYHUHG 0RVW RI WKH FRXQWULHV LQ WKLV JURXS H[FHSW WKH 8. KDYH D ORZHU 0LFKRQ¶V
combined maternity leave score than the average of the twelve countries. Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden are in the high ZRPHQ¶Veconomic defamilisation group which is characterised by their 
KLJK 0LFKRQ¶V FRPELQHG PDWHUQLW\ OHDYH VFRUHV DQG Oengthy compensated maternity leave 
duration. 
 
 
Discussion   
 
The findings drawn from the two defamilisation indices provide evidence for the discussion of 
whether defamilisation measures play an important role in creating favourable conditions for 
women to take part in the paid labour market, both in relation to input and output angles. It also 
provides an opportunity to add to debates regarding welfare regime models.  
 
Input Angle 
 
As previously discussed, the input angle is concerned with the extent to which the 12 countries 
are committed to the provision of the two types of defamilisation measures. As shown in Table 5, 
there are significant variations in their provision of these measures. Sweden is a member of the 
high score groups in both care-IRFXVHG DQG ZRPHQ¶V HFonomic defamilisation indices; Japan 
belongs to the low score group in both of these two defamilisation indices; and some countries 
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(Belgium, Finland, France and Hungary) belong to the medium score group in these two 
defamilisation indices. The differences between countries are extensive in some cases. For 
example, Sweden¶s score LQ WKH0LFKRQ¶VFRPELQed maternity leave index is 0.55 whereas the 
score gained by Japan in the same index is 0.09. The participation rate in formal child care or 
preschool for children in Sweden is 47 whereas it is only 26 in Japan. The child care costs for a 
dual earner family in terms of the percentage of net family income in Sweden is 5, whereas it is 
17 in Japan. As such the two defamilisation measures may not be perceived as important policy 
instruments in all of the 12 countries.  
 
As mentioned above, the targets of the two types of defamilisation measures are different. The 
target of the care-focused defamilisation measures is the family, whereas women¶s economic 
defamilisaton measures target women. Despite these differences, these two types of measures, to 
a certain extent, reflect the level to which governments provide support in relation to care for 
young children. Hence, it is perhaps not surprising that those countries (Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden) which belong to either high or medium score groups in the two defamilisation indices 
are commonly seen as members of the social democratic group (associated with the dual earner 
support model). Neither is it surprising that those countries (Japan, New Zealand and the UK) 
which belong to either low or medium score groups in the two defamilisation indices are 
commonly seen as members of the liberal group (associated with the market oriented model). It 
is also important to note that countries commonly understood to be members of the conservative 
group (Belgium, France and the Netherlands) belong to the medium score groups in the two 
defamilisation indices.   
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An important reason for the provision of the maternity leave benefits is a concern about the 
health of women and children (Michon, 2008). Therefore, it is understandable that there are more 
generous provisions of maternity leave benefits in those countries (Denmark, Sweden and 
Norway) which have a tradition of recognizing women as an individual worker, and stressing the 
importance of female ZRUNHUV¶ right to have a healthy work life. This also implies that they are 
prepared to promote women¶s freedom from the family. Furthermore, following the same logic, 
it is understandable that those countries (such as Belgium, France, Japan, South Korea and the 
Netherland) which emphasize the importance of the family in taking care of young children have 
a lower Michon¶s combined maternity leave index score than the three Scandinavian countries. 
There are also exceptions which should not be overlooked. For example, Finland (commonly 
seen as a member of the social democratic group) has similar care-focused defamilisation and 
women¶s economic defamilisation patterns as Belgium, France and the Netherlands.  
 
Insert Table 5 
 
Output Angle 
 
The output angle is concerned with the relationship between the two defamilisation measures and 
female employment. Female employment in this study is measured in terms of relative female 
full time employment rate, which is calculated as the difference between men¶s and women¶s full 
time employment rate (note 2). As highlighted by Bambra (2004), the advantage of measuring 
female employment in relation to male employment is to reduce the influence of different 
national unemployment rates. The relative female full time employment rate in the twelve 
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countries is outlined in Table 5 in addition to the defamilisation index groups. It should be noted 
that there is a tendency for countries which have a greater provision of the two types of 
defamilisation measures to also have a lower relative female full time employment rate. There 
are six countries which have relative female full time employment rates lower than the average 
of the twelve countries - Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Norway and Sweden. These 
countries all belong to either high or medium score groups in the two defamilisation indices. All 
of the three members of the low care focused defamilisation score group (Japan, New Zealand 
and the UK) have higher relative female full time employment rates than the average of the 
twelve countries.   
 
+RZHYHULWLVLPSRUWDQWWRUHFRJQL]HWKDWZRPHQ¶VSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQ the paid labour market can 
also be influenced by other factors such as the availability of public care services for older 
people and paternity leave (Daly, 2011; Korpi, 2010; Pylkkanen and Smith, 2003; Saraceno and 
Keck, 2010). It is also evident that the extent to which FRXQWULHV¶ implement defamilisation 
measures is not always negatively associated with relative female full time employment rates. 
For example, Sweden belongs to the high score group in both of the defamilisation indices, yet 
its relative female full time employment rates are higher than those of Finland and Hungary, 
which belong to the medium score groups in the two defamilisation indices. (note 3) 
 
Challenges to the Welfare Regimes Model 
 
Welfare regime theory studies in general, and the studies by Korpi (2000) and Esping-Andersen 
(1990) in particular, stress that different countries, especially those from different worlds of 
welfare regimes, have attached differing importance to the provision of defamilisation measures.  
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To a certain extent, the findings provided by the two defamilisation indices support their views.  
For example, Denmark and Sweden have more extensive defamilisation measures than most of 
the other countries in both of the indices and their relative female full time employment rate 
scores are lower than the average of the twelve countries.  
 
However, evidence drawn from the two defamilisation measures also differs from the findings of 
Korpi (2000) and Esping-Andersen (1990, 1999) in several ways. Firstly, not all of the 
components of the three groups in the two defamilisation measures are in line with the 
categorization of the countries suggested by Korpi (2000) and Esping-Andersen (1990, 1999). 
Based on the work by Korpi (2000) and Esping-Andersen (1990, 1999), Finland (as a member of 
the social democratic group associated with the dual earner support model) and France (as a 
member of the conservative welfare group associated with the general family support model) are 
assumed to differ significantly from each other in the provision of family measures. However, 
EDVHGRQWKHZRPHQ¶VHFRQRPLFdefamilisation index and the care-focused defamilisation index, 
these two countries belong to the same group. Secondly, given that the UK is deemed to adhere 
to a market-oriented model, in theory it should provide more limited defamilisation measures 
than the other countries+RZHYHULQFRQWUDVWWRWKLVDVVXPSWLRQWKH8.¶V0LFKRQ¶VFRPELQHG
maternity leave index score (0.47) is much higher than the average of the twelve countries (0.27).  
 
It is important to note that not all analysts support the arguments made by Esping-Andersen 
(1990) and Korpi (2000). Some suggest that welfare regimes may exhibit significant variations 
across different areas (Bambra, 2004; Kasza, 2002). They emphasize that countries may differ in 
their commitment to the provision of defamilisation measures, but disagree that these differences 
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between these countries necessarily reflect the typology put forward by Esping-Andersen (1990) 
and Korpi (2000). Their arguments are, to a certain extent, reflected in these findings.  
 
Conclusion 
 
This paper has explored the two different interpretations of defamilisation presented by Bambra 
µIUHHGRPRIthe IDPLO\¶DQGµIUHHGRPRIZRPHQIURPWKHIDPLO\¶LQ informing the search for 
effective measures in assisting women to participate in the paid labour market. In order to do so, 
two types of defamilisation measures (care-focused defamilisation and ZRPHQ¶V HFRQRPLF
defamilisation) were utilised which focus on maternity leave benefits and formal child care 
services respectively. It is evident that all of the twelve countries studied in this paper, to varying 
degrees, provide both maternity leave benefits and public child care services. These have 
potential implications for facilitating ZRPHQ¶V SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ WKe paid labour market by 
reducing caring responsibilities within the family and providing support directly to women.  
 
However, it is important not to take for granted that care-focused defamilisation and ZRPHQ¶V
economic defamilisation measures promote ZRPHQ¶V HPSOR\PHQW given that, in practice, the 
analysis of the statistics shows that it is difficult to establish a definite causal relationship 
EHWZHHQ WKH FRXQWU\¶V SURYLVLRQ RI WKH WZR W\SHV RI GHIDPLOLVDWLRQ PHDVXUHV DQG ZRPHQ¶V
participation in the paid labour market. While all of the countries with a lower relative female 
full time employment rate are characterized by a greater provision of defamilisation measures, 
some individual countries, such as Sweden, do not have a very narrow gap in employment 
between men and women that is commensurate with its provision of defamilisation measures. 
21 
 
Furthermore the analysis has also indicated that not all of the countries in the study are located in 
the groups one might expect based on the work of Korpi (2000) and Esping-Andersen (1999) on 
welfare regime models. 
 
Finally, it is necessary to stress that searching for ways oISURPRWLQJZRPHQ¶VHPSOR\PHQWLVDQ
important but complicated task. Hence, more research needs to be undertaken to consider 
ZRPHQ¶VRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRXQGHUWDNHSDLGHPSOR\PHQW7KLVLQFOXGHVH[SORULQJadditional kinds 
of care focused defamilisation and ZRPHQ¶VHFRQRPLFGHIDPLOLVDWLRQPHDVXUHVH[DPLQLQJWKHLU
impacts on gender equality in labour market participation; and studying the effectiveness of 
alternative family approaches in achieving gender equality in the work place (such as approaches 
WR IDPLOLVDWLRQRIPHQ ,W DOVR HQWDLOV H[SORULQJ DGGLWLRQDO IDFWRUVZKLFKPD\ DIIHFWZRPHQ¶V
access to paid employment, including the impact of other caring responsibilities, especially 
within the context of an ageing population and sex discrimination in the labour market. 
Furthermore, it is also important to recognize that women should have choice in relation to paid 
employment and should not be penalized for years in which they undertake caring 
responsibilities.  
 
Notes 
1. %RWK RXU VWXG\ DQG 0LFKRQ¶V VWXG\ DUH FRQFHUQHG ZLWK WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ IHPDOH
HPSOR\PHQW DQG GHIDPLOLVDWLRQIDPLOLVDWLRQ +RZHYHU WKHUH DUH IRXU GLIIHUHQFHV EHWZHHQ
RXU VWXG\ DQG 0LFKRQ¶V  )LUVWO\ EDVHG RQ WKH LGHDV RI %DPEUD   ZH VHH
PDWHUQLW\ OHDYH EHQHILWV DV DQ LQVWUXPHQW IRU SURPRWLQJ ZRPHQ¶V HFRQRPLF GHIDPLOLVDWLRQ
UDWKHU WKDQ FDUH IDPLOLVDWLRQ 6HFRQGO\ ZH FRPSDUH QRW RQO\ (XURSHDQ FRXQWULHV EXW DOVR
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FRXQWULHVLQRWKHUFRQWLQHQWV7KLUGO\ZHXVHPRUHXS-WR-GDWHLQIRUPDWLRQIRUFRQGXFWLQJWKH
FRPSDULVRQ)RXUWKO\ LQVWXG\LQJIHPDOHHPSOR\PHQWZHVWXG\WKHJDSEHWZHHQPDOHDQG
IHPDOHIXOOWLPHHPSOR\PHQWWKHUHODWLYHIHPDOHIXOOWLPHHPSOR\PHQWUDWHUDWKHUWKDQWKH
HPSOR\PHQW UDWH DV D SHUFHQWDJH RI ZKROH SRSXODWLRQ $V PHQWLRQHG LQ WKH WH[W WKH
DGYDQWDJHRIPHDVXULQJIHPDOHHPSOR\PHQWLQUHODWLRQWRPDOHHPSOR\PHQWLVWRUHGXFHWKH
LQIOXHQFHRIGLIIHUHQWQDWLRQDOXQHPSOR\PHQWUDWHV 
2. :RPHQ LQ WKH WZHOYH FRXQWULHV KDYH D PXFK KLJKHU SDUW WLPH HPSOR\PHQW UDWH WKDQ WKHLU
PDOHFRXQWHUSDUWV'HVSLWH WKLVZHIRFXVRQZRPHQ¶V IXOO WLPHHPSOR\PHQW UDWHJLYHQ WKDW
ZRPHQLQIXOOWLPHHPSOR\PHQWKDYHDJUHDWHURSSRUWXQLW\WRDFKLHYHILQDQFLDODXWRQRP\LQ
WKHIDPLO\ 
3. 7RIXUWKHU H[SORUH WKH OLQNEHWZHHQ WKHSURYLVLRQRIGHIDPLOLVDWLRQPHDVXUHV LQ WKH WZHOYH
FRXQWULHVDQGWKHUHODWLYHIHPDOHIXOOWLPHHPSOR\PHQWUDWHVZHKDYHH[DPLQHGWKH]-VFRUHV
IRUWKHFRPSRQHQWVRIWKHWZRW\SHVRIGHIDPLOLVDWLRQPHDVXUHVDQG]-VFRUHVIRUWKHUHODWLYH
IHPDOH IXOO WLPHHPSOR\PHQW UDWHV1RVLJQLILFDQWFRUUHODWLRQ LV IRXQGEHWZHHQ WKHP7KLV
ILQGLQJ WR D FHUWDLQ H[WHQW VXSSRUWV RXU DUJXPHQW WKDW ZRPHQ¶V SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ WKH SDLG
ODERXU PDUNHW FDQ EH LQIOXHQFHG E\ D QXPEHU RI IDFWRUV DQG WKXV WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK
FRXQWULHV LPSOHPHQW GHIDPLOLVDWLRQ LV QRW QHFHVVDULO\ DOZD\V QHJDWLYHO\ DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK
UHODWLYHIHPDOHIXOOWLPHHPSOR\PHQWUDWHV 
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Table 1 Unstandardized Care-focused Defamilisation Measure Data (plus aggregated index score of the 
three variables) 
Country 
Child care cost 
for dual earner 
family, % of net 
family income 
2008 
 
 
 
 
(IS**) 
Child-staff ratio in 
formal childcare, 
for children under 
3 years old 
2009 
 
 
 
 
(IS) 
Participation rate in 
formal child care or pre-
school, for children 
under 3 years old 
2010 
 
 
 
 
(IS) 
 
(Aggregated 
index score of 
the three 
variables) 
Belgium 5 6 7 1 39 2 9 
Denmark 9 4 5.25 2 66 3 9 
Finland 8 4 5.5 2 28 2 8 
France 10 4 6.5 1 48 2 7 
Hungary 4 6 6 2 11 1 9 
Japan 17 2 4.5 3 26 1 6 
Netherlands 10 4 5 2 61 3 9 
New Zealand 19 2 5.5 2 37 2 6 
Norway 11 4 5 2 54 2 8 
South Korea 9 4 4 3 51 2 9 
Sweden 5 6 5.5 2 47 2 10 
UK  27 2 5 2 42 2 6 
Mean 9.7*  5.4  42.5   
Standard 
Deviation 
4.5*  0.8  14.9   
IS: Index Score 
* Adjusted for extreme outlier (UK). 
** The values of IS were multiplied by 2. 
(Source: The data come from OECD, 2011; 2014 compiled by Authors) 
 
 
Table 2 Care-focused Defamilisation Index 
Country Index score  
for each country 
State-led care-focused  
Index-based Regime* 
Belgium 9 Medium 
Denmark 9 Medium 
Finland 8 Medium 
France 7 Medium 
Hungary 9 Medium 
Japan 6 Low 
Netherlands 9 Medium 
New Zealand 6 Low 
Norway 8 Medium 
South Korea 9 Medium 
Sweden 10 High 
UK  6 Low 
Mean 8.0  
Standard Deviation 1.35  
Note: 
*High > Mean+SD; Medium between (Mean-SD) and (Mean+SD); Low < Mean-SD 
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7DEOH8QVWDQGDUGLVHG:RPHQ¶V(FRQRPLF'HIDPLOLVDWLRQ'DWDSOXVDJJUHJDWHG LQGH[VFRUH
of the variable) 
 
 
 
Country 
Maternity leave 
compensation for duration 
covered (expressed as a % 
of normal wages) 
2009 
Compensated 
maternity leave 
duration (number of 
weeks) 
2009 
0LFKRQ¶V
combined 
maternity leave 
indexa 
 
 
 
 
(IS) 
 
(Aggregated 
index score 
of the 
variable) 
Belgium 75 15 0.11 2 2 
Denmark 100 52 0.52 3 3 
Finland 70 21 0.15 2 2 
France 100 16 0.16 2 2 
Hungary 70 24 0.17 2 2 
Japan 67 14 0.09 1 1 
Netherlands 100 16 0.16 2 2 
New Zealand 100 14 0.14 2 2 
Norway 100 56 0.56 3 3 
South Korea 100 13 0.13 2 2 
Sweden 80 69 0.55 3 3 
UK 90 52 0.47 2 2 
Mean 87.67 30.17 0.27   
Standard Deviation 13.51 19.79 0.18   
a
 Calculated by multiplying the number of weeks of compensated maternity leave by replacement rate (i.e. maternity 
leave compensation for duration covered) and divided by 100.   
IS: Index Score 
(Source: Data come from United Nations, 2010 compiled by Authors) 
 
 
Table 4 WRPHQ¶V(FRQRPLF'HIDPLOLVDWLRQ,QGH[ 
 
Country Index score 
for each country 
:RPHQ¶V(FRQRPLF'HIDPLOLVDWLRQ 
Index-base Regime* 
Belgium 2 Medium 
Denmark 3 High 
Finland 2 Medium 
France 2 Medium 
Hungary 2 Medium 
Japan 1 Low 
Netherlands 2 Medium 
New Zealand 2 Medium 
Norway 3 High 
South Korea 2 Medium 
Sweden 3 High 
UK  2 Medium 
Mean 2.17  
Standard Deviation 0.55  
Note: 
*High > Mean+SD; Medium between (Mean-SD) and (Mean+SD); Low < Mean-SD 
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7DEOH  &RXQWULHV¶ &RPPLWPHQW WR WKH 3URYLVLRQ RI 'HIDPLOLVDWLRQ 0HDVXUHV DQG Relative 
Female Full Time Employment Rate 
Country 
Care-focused  
Index 
:RPHQ¶V(FRQRPLF
Defamilisation  
Index 
Relative Female Full-
Time Employment 
rate* 
Belgium Medium Medium 22.5 
Denmark Medium High 11.9 
Finland Medium Medium 6.8 
France Medium Medium 14.9 
Hungary Medium Medium 5.0 
Japan Low Low 30.5 
Netherlands Medium Medium 42.4 
New Zealand Low Medium 20.5 
Norway Medium High 16.8 
South Korea Medium Medium 21.8 
Sweden High High 11.3 
UK  Low Medium 24.4 
Mean   19.1 
&DOFXODWHGDVWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQPHQDQGZRPHQ¶VIXOO-time employment rate. 
(Source: Data from OECD Employment statistics database, 2016 compiled by Authors) 
 
 
 
 
